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Martin’s Point Bridge Advisory Committee
Martin’s Point Health Care Center
Minutes of June 14, 2011 Meeting
6 to 8 pm

Attendees:
Committee members
Ann Goggin
Patrick Costin
Gene Gillies
Cheri Juniewicz
Don Gower
Mayer Fistal
Richard Weare
Kathi Earley

Kerry Tietjen
Suzanne Foley Ferguson
John Woodcock
Donald Hamilton
Alex Jaegerman
Holly Winger
Sue Ellen Bordwell
Mike Bobinsky

Other attendees
Leanne Timberlake, MaineDOT
Ben Condon, MaineDOT
Sally Oldham, Consultant to MaineDOT
Anthony Puntin, The Louis Berger Group
Paul DeStefano, The Louis Berger Group
Matthew Hill, The Louis Berger Group
Jeff McEwen, Federal Highway Administration
Sally Oldham opened the meeting and explained that the goals for the meeting were to review
and comment on draft language from the request for qualifications including scoring criteria, and
to come to consensus about recommendations for how to handle aesthetic design choices
regarding design details and about desired public involvement efforts throughout the remainder
of the project process. Sally asked for any comments on the minutes from the May 10, 2011
meeting. Holly Winger suggested on page 4 that the initial reference to “the light…” should
make clear that this is the traffic light at the entrance to Martin’s Point Health Care Center. Sally
asked for additional comments and hearing none, a motion passed to approve the minutes with
the one amendment. Ann Goggin brought the Alexander Scammel Bridge in New Hampshire to
the attention of the group as a relevant example of a bridge that incorporates many of the features
that the Advisory Committee has discussed for the Martin’s Point Bridge. She provided photos
of the bridge to Tony Puntin.
Sally asked Leanne to provide an update on the status of the project. Leanne confirmed the
schedule for the public meeting and request for qualifications. She explained that the
Department has ordered additional geotechnical borings and that is the reason for the platform
and equipment currently located near the bridge.
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Sally opened the discussion about the public information meeting to be held Wednesday, July 13
starting at 6 pm at Merrill Auditorium (in the meeting room at the rear of the building). Leanne
indicated that public notices have already been published but because they were published early,
she may ask that they be published a second time. Sally asked all Committee members to
publicize this meeting among their neighbors and to networks with which they interact.
Sally mentioned that at the previous meeting a committee member suggested that the agenda for
this meeting include a panel of Advisory Committee members with Sally as the moderator. The
panel would present information about Committee recommendations and answer questions from
the audience. Sally asked for volunteers to participate on the panel. Patrick Costin, Cheri
Juniewicz, Mike Bobinsky, Holly Winger and Sue Ellen Bordwell volunteered. Sally will
contact these individuals prior to the meeting to discuss the panel format. Leanne indicated the
meeting agenda will be straightforward, sharing factual information about the project, the
schedule and answering questions. She is not sure whether she will show the alignment envelope
at the meeting. Louis Berger staff indicated they would be available to prepare whatever
presentation materials are needed.
Leanne discussed the RFQ sections that she had distributed. Edits were made to the text as
follows:
Under 3.3 Project Description, Scope, and Location: “The following work is also expected to be
the responsibility of the selected Design-Builder: …Providing an Aesthetic Design Professional
dedicated to the aesthetic aspects of the Project who shall be experienced and licensed in the
fields of architecture, landscape architecture, urban design, or related field with a focus on
aesthetic design. This individual will serve as a leader within the team and will partner with
design engineers to create a design that is simple and elegant and will complement the landscape
and environment. This Aesthetic Design Professional shall be available to participate in all
public information and public involvement meetings.”
Under 3.4 Project Design and Construction: “Two lanes of traffic and one 5’ sidewalk shall be
maintained at all times during construction.” Under 5.2.2.2 Past Performance and Experience of
Design-Builder: One bullet was amended to read, “Aesthetic bridge and roadway elements (i.e.
fishing platforms, pedestrian lighting, railing systems, multi-use paths, pedestrian cross-walks,
landscaping, etc.)”. A bullet was added to include “Public involvement.”
A question was asked about how the Department addresses reviewing references to better check
the qualifications presented by Design-Build teams. Leanne stated that if needed, the
Department will check with references provided by the Design-Build team in 5.2.2.1 Past
Performance and Experience of Design-Builder.
Sally then turned the discussion to the Request for Proposals (RFP). Leanne described the table
of contents she had handed out to give a sense of what is contained in an RFP. Sally reviewed
the discussion at the conclusion of the last meeting about how to handle in the RFP
recommendations about design details that impact the project aesthetics. She reviewed the three
approaches identified by the Advisory Committee and the pros and cons of each approach.
Briefly, requiring a single option of design details was thought to be limiting because
realistically a D-B team will not spend much time on these elements due to time and cost
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constraints and the resulting proposal may be not very well resolved. The requirement of 2 or 3
holistic aesthetic design packages to be considered by the Advisory Committee after the bridge
contract is awarded seemed to be a better option, allowing for teams to provide information
sufficient to evaluate their innovative thinking and design skills in this area while allowing the
Advisory Committee members the opportunity to make recommendations for final choices after
the bid award. The third option was thought to be a difficult one for the Department to work
with as they have not taken this approach before to identifying a specific budget for aesthetic
design details. Additionally it might provide less information for evaluating teams in this area
during the proposal evaluation process.
Sally asked for a show of hands to indicate Committee member’s preferences among these three
options. Two people favored the 1st option, 12 favored the second option, one favored the third
option. Sally asked each of those who favored either the 1st or 3rd option their reasons for this
choice. While some of those responding saw some merit in the 2nd option, it did not seem that a
consensus could be reached and Sally explained that the ¾ majority vote of the group for option
2 would constitute the recommendation to the Department, per the guideline procedures adopted
by the Committee. Through subsequent discussion it was recommended that Option 2 should
call for 2 holistic aesthetic design packages.
Sally moved on to the discussion of public involvement after the contract is awarded, reviewing
ideas generated at the April 26 Advisory Committee meeting. The group reached consensus to
support these recommendations as follows:
 Require a Public Information Plan to outline the D-B team’s approach to on-going public
information throughout final design and construction including website use, email,
newspaper coverage, etc.
 Hold a public information meeting after the contract award to introduce the winning team
and outline the anticipated final design/construction process and timeline.
 Work with an Advisory Committee that is representative of the public to make
recommended choices or refinements of plans as presented in the winning proposal.
 Require a Public Involvement Plan to outline the D-B team’s approach to working with
the Martin’s Point Bridge Advisory Committee. Reconstitute this committee from the
current Committee acknowledging that some members have resigned and others have
seldom attended meetings and add members if necessary to maintain a group fully
representative of the public. Define the specific role for this Committee in the RFP.
Allow for a specified number of meetings.
 Allow for the possibility of creating a sub-committee of the Advisory Committee to work
together with MaineDOT and the D-B team to address final design and construction
details beyond the period of the Advisory Committee meetings. Allow for a specified
number of meetings.
A suggestion was made that a good way to get buy in from the D-B team to this Advisory
Committee process would be for the Department to provide a financial performance incentive
that could be awarded to the Design-Builder if it met specific expectations and requirements.
Leanne was not familiar with any project where such an incentive had been used and it would be
very difficult to identify clearly defined performance expectations for this process, but agreed to
discuss this possibility with the Department. Follow up: the Department is not willing to pay
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incentives for this item, but will be depending on the RFP language to achieve the desired
performance.
Several comments were made regarding the graphic depictions that should be required in the
RFP. The Portland Society of Architects felt the renderings required for the Veterans Bridge
proposal were inadequate. Patrick Costin suggested that teams should be required to use 3D
software to model their proposals. A question was asked whether it would be necessary to
provide 3D software to D-B teams. Louis Berger staff responded that this is unnecessary as
teams will have such software available.
A question was asked about addressing projected climate change requirements in the RFP.
Leanne indicated that the Department has such a requirement and it will be specified in the RFP.
Another question addressed the marking of the channel under the bridge. In Leanne’s initial
discussion with the Portland Harbor Master, he indicated he believes the channel is clear and
does not need to be signaled, but Leanne will address this issue again prior to finalizing the RFP
requirements. A comment was made regarding the requirements of the Maine Marathon, a once
a year event, and the request that the RFP stipulate that the D-B team will cooperate to allow
access for Marathon runners. To a question asked about staging of the work and impacts on
local residents and businesses, Sally indicated that these issues will be addressed in a future
Advisory Committee meeting.
Sally concluded the meeting with a reminder that the next meeting is July 19. After a brief
attempt to find another date that could accommodate everyone’s schedules, Sally determined this
wasn’t easily possible and the purpose of having this meeting after the Public Information
meeting and immediately prior to issuing the RFQ made it important to stay with this date.
Sally indicated that Leanne has requested that the Advisory Committee meet in August because
there will be sections of the RFP that are not available for comment until that date. This meeting
will be either August 9 or 16. Sally will send out a Doodle poll to ascertain the best date of these
two. Sally adjourned the meeting thanking all for their helpful input and again encouraging
broad attendance at the upcoming public information meeting on July 13.
Next meeting:

Tuesday, July 19, 2011
Time: 6:00-8:00 pm
Location: Martin’s Point Health Care center, 331 Veranda Street, Marine
Hospital Building

Public Information meeting: Wednesday, July 13, 2011
Time: 6:00 pm
Location: Merrill Auditorium Green Room, 20 Myrtle Street, Portland
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